
Workshop on Science Writing  
20-25 June 2016, Current Science, Bengaluru 

A Report 

The workshop on Writing Science took off on 20th morning in the Council Room of the 
Publication Block of Current Science. Prof P Balaram inaugurated the workshop. He gave a 
brief history of Current Science, a journal initiated by Sir C V Raman. Many other science 
journals were launched later, but some of them have stopped. Current Science continues and 
will soon be reaching hundred years of its existence. He said that punctuality in publication 
on the 10th and 25th, without a break, has been a remarkable achievement of the journal. 

Drawing from his experience of writing editorials for Current Science, he said that in order to 
keep to the schedule of the 10th and 25th of each month, he had to keep to his commitment in 
spite of illnesses and domestic disasters. This made him appreciate newspaper editorial staff 
who bring out a paper on an everyday basis. Though one may criticise the language or find 
spelling mistakes or even misreporting in newspapers, the quality of keeping to deadlines is 
truly admirable, he said. 

He reminded the participants of the importance of reading. Reading precedes writing. Science 
writers need to read widely and go beyond known pastures and comfort zones. He suggested 
titles of books that had inspired and informed him. Talking to people who work in diverse 
fields helps us understand the intricacies of even the most obscure scientific topics, he said. 

He explained that the first part of the journal targets general readers, providing news, 
correspondence, opinion pieces, etc. while the last part is made up of obituaries, book reviews 
and so on. The middle part of the journal targets readers from narrow disciplines. While the 
research papers go through a rigorous peer-review process, the decisions about the sections 
that target all readers from diverse disciplines are made by the editors. 

Replying to a question from a participant, he said that the journal has a bias towards subjects 
that are specific to India, as our national, geological and biological diversity is not very 
important to other international journals. But fields such as bioinformatics, nanotechnology 
etc., which do not have India-centric content, can be published in any international journal. 
They do accept such articles but the decision rests on the reviewers and the editorial board. 

Later, in another session of the workshop, Prof Rohini Godbole talked about women in 
science. She looked back on her career as a researcher in High Energy Particle Physics and 
was grateful that she did not experience much gender discrimination. Yet, as she was invited 
to forums that dealt with women in science, she became aware of such problems. She spelled 
out the issues and suggested solutions, some of which needed to be tackled by science 
writers, some that needed lobbying and advocacy. Cultural mindsets and stereotypes need to 
be addressed by writers, but the task takes time. Lobbying and advocacy for changes in rules 
and policies such that they become gender neutral may take less time, but effort is needed. In 
spite of the burdens of childbearing and rearing, women can be good scientists too. So the 
break in scientific activity during that time, and entering into scientific research later, needs 
to be looked into.  

She pointed out that while universities and colleges have a better sex ratio, research 
institutions have a wider gap. She suggested that a minor tweaking of the rule – to take the 



number of years worked as a scientist rather than age – might help women PhD holders enter 
a scientific research career. Providing crèches in research institutions and hiring both husband 
and wife in the same institution if both are scientists are steps that can be taken.  

In my role as trainer, I made participants aware of the number of fruitless hours spent in 
English classes. Without decent mastery over the language, written output becomes 
unreadable. I prescribed that they read one poem, short story and an essay each day for 1000 
days to improve their language skills. One review article and three research papers each week 
and one science book every month was also prescribed to keep the participants grounded in 
science. 

School and college have a scattering of many subjects but fail to make connections between 
subjects apparent.  The stress is on remembering and writing in exams to get marks for only 
the evaluators to read. The issues of creating new knowledge or writing anything new for 
others to read and enjoy are not even addressed. In order to create new knowledge it is 
important to ask questions. However, we are not trained to ask questions in school or college; 
in fact, we are actively discouraged from asking uncomfortable questions. To overcome this 
learned inhibition of our curiosity, a space was provided where the participants can ask 
questions. These were examined later in the workshop and the participants realized that some 
questions are more valuable and productive than others. 

The educational system leaves no time for students to immerse themselves in any specific 
area, raise relevant questions and inquire on their own. The link between theory and practice 
are broken due to the exigencies of preparing a timetable and scheduling classes. The five and 
half day workshop is designed to overcome the limitations of the traditional system. It 
demands immersion in science writing to the exclusion of all other personal and academic 
issues. Theory and practical work are interconnected and are treated as such, in the workshop.  

A workshop means work. And the work in this workshop is to write reports on the most 
recent scientific advances made in India. The work that was done during the workshop will 
be, on the one hand, prepared the participants to write scientific papers more clearly and 
concisely. On the other, if the reports are good enough, they may also be published in Current 
Science as news reports.  

The participants have to read scientific papers, extract the most relevant points and write 
them in a manner which is understandable to scientists in other disciplines. It is also 
important to read the papers critically. The participants were reminded that scholars of the 
past had accepted the flat earth theory. And that in the early days of the scientific revolution, 
most academics accepted the earth as the centre of the universe. Thus it is possible that we 
too might be harbouring many notions that have logical contradictions and disregard the 
evidence that questions our beliefs. 

Critical thinking is not taught in school, college or universities. To provoke the need to read 
critically, some well accepted notions currently in vogue in the society, were critically 
analysed as a demonstration.  

In the last session of the day, protocol for science news production that will be followed in 
the workshop was explained. The reports published by the participants of previous workshops 
elsewhere were shown to motivate the participants and to give them confidence.  



On the second day, the 21st of June, participants were exposed to the strengths of browsers 
and search engines that were not utilised by most people. Search settings, advanced search, 
bookmarking etc. were demonstrated. The differences in the limitations and strengths of 
searching using Google, Google Scholar, Directories and Databases were explained and 
demonstrated. The participants were given time to practice and get acquainted with the new 
information gained. The need to evaluate and assess the credibility and authenticity of the 
sites the participants might visit was explained, with reference to the earlier day’s 
presentation on questioning the answers. 

The participants were then made to search on the Web of Science for entries about research 
done in India between the 25th of June and the 10th of July. They extracted entries on which 
they would like to report and searched the Net to get hold of the full paper.   

And the work started in earnest.  

To give them time to practice the principles that were explained, I did not stick to the 
schedule that was prepared before the workshop. Instead, I focused on providing principles 
on the basis of the practice, the work the participants were doing. 

 On the third day, Prof. Giridhar Madras addressed the participants. He gave the 
participants a methodology to use for writing papers and discussed the most common 
mistakes that people make when writing papers, such as the use of words like novel, facile etc 
in the title, repetition of the conclusion in the abstracts etc.  

He said that the materials and methods should be written first. The results can be written next. 
The introduction should contain the relevant points from literature search and should clearly 
define the lacunae and the questions that are tackled in the paper. The results and their 
discussion should not be mixed with conclusions. The conclusion should address the main 
outcome, the issues raised in the introduction, the limitations, the direction that further 
research should take and the implications or applications of the present research. He 
demonstrated his points with examples of reasonably good papers and also extracts of papers 
where this was not done. 

The participants raised a large number of questions about the manner in which editors and 
reviewers examine their papers. Prof. Madras said that clarity and brevity are the essential 
features of good papers. The paper can be rejected from the editor’s desk, after review and 
also after plagiarism check.  

The participants went through an exercise where they associated the topic of their reports 
with different target audiences. The need to reformulate the story for different target groups 
was made clear. The possibility of repurposing the same content for a blog or a radio 
programme or a TV show was pointed out. It was clear that the exercise made major impact 
on the attitude of some of the participants who had not given due consideration to their 
readers and the intentions behind what they write, earlier. The exercise did not proceed to the 
examination of a fourth parameter in the equation, the market for what they write. In the 
context of Current Science the factor was not too relevant. Moreover the time was limited. 

On the fourth day, I talked about the flow of thought in science writing. Using the metaphor 
of the flow of water in the linear and nonlinear range as well as the emergence of structures, I 



stressed the importance of reading widely and creating a nonlinear situation in the stream of 
consciousness, where structures evolve naturally. The other technique was to create structures 
consciously by editing and rewriting.  

The techniques of editing was demonstrated using a badly written paper extracted from the 
Net, making sure that none of the participants had earlier understanding of the background of 
the paper. The participants practiced the technique to make the paper less opaque and 
confusing for the readers.  

They then applied those principles to their own reports. Participants were encouraged to make 
suggestions and comments for the improvement of the reports written by others. It was clear 
to me that, by this time, all participants were fully involved in their work. Many of them were 
actually working late into the night as evidenced by their presence on the Net, visible on the 
Google doc where their reports were filed. 

Prof V K Sharma addressed the participants on the fifth day. He interacted with the 
participants and provoked them to raise questions and doubts. He chose to take off from the 
concerns expressed by the participants.  

The first question he asked was about the origins of science. To the answer that it was the 
curiosity of human beings, he countered: curiosity is a luxury that we can now afford. Even 
more primitive is fear. Fear of the unknown and the need to make it less so propelled 
scientific advances in its early days. Think about it, he said in his characteristic manner. He 
then traced the history of scientific writing to its early days after the Gutenberg revolution. In 
the proceedings of the Royal Society, authors wrote elaborately, providing large amounts of 
observational details. Scientific publishing has evolved since, over a long period. The 
maximum word counts of various sections in Current Science, for example, are now well 
defined. 

He stressed that it is important to start writing from the time one is doing experiments. 
Leaving the writing to the last minute after all experiments are finished would leave many 
issues inadequately tackled. He asked the participants about the sequence to be followed 
while writing a paper. When they started saying Introduction, Materials and Methods etc. he 
intervened. He said that it is not necessarily the sequence that the readers may find while 
reading. Abstracts will be written after the rest of the paper is written. The title and abstracts 
are the most important parts of a scientific paper since these are what would attract or repel 
potential readers. He said that these should be finalised last. 

He stressed the importance of writing all parts of the paper oneself and warned against the 
temptation to copy and paste parts of earlier papers. He provided examples of plagiarism and 
warned the participants that it may cost their career. Prof Sharma spiced up his talk with 
anecdotes and jokes and the participants did not feel time passing. 

After Prof. Sharma’s talk, the participants discussed their reports. Each report written by each 
participant was taken up one by one and critiqued from the point of view of the principles 
that they had learned during the workshop. Though this took more time than anticipated, it 
was clear that the learning from the workshop was being internalised by the participants. 



The reports were then collated and laid out in the format of Current Science pages. By the 
time Prof Satheesh came, the draft reports were ready. He confessed that he is not an expert 
in the areas of science from which the participants had chosen their topics. He would make 
comments as a lay reader. As the co-editor of Current Science, he pointed out the flaws still 
remaining in the reports. He appreciated the reports but also gave critical comments, pointing 
out grammatical and spelling mistakes, redundancies, lack of flow of ideas, issues related to 
lack of a definitive ending...  

The participants were asked to edit, rewrite or reformulate their reports as per the feedback 
received. The next night too, the participants were seen to be working on their stories, filed in 
Google docs.  

On the last day, a group photograph was taken before the sessions started. Prof. Karthik 
Ramaswamy gave a presentation about the process of writing. He stressed the importance of 
planning before starting to write. The flow of ideas comes out better with a little planning. He 
gave quite a few examples of bad writing and ways to overcome the problems. 

In the next session, he focused on the need to rewrite many times before submitting a paper 
and gave important points to be considered while rewriting a paper or report. He started with 
a brief presentation on essential points in structural grammar. From identifying the different 
clauses in a sentence, to the need to bring together the connection between the subject and the 
verb, to provide characters and action to move the story forward, he underscored the points 
he was making with examples that the participants could easily identify.  

The presentations were avidly absorbed by the participants who by now realised the 
importance of each of the points that Prof Karthik was raising. 

The participants filled up an evaluation form to help identify the strengths, weaknesses and 
opportunities missed in the workshop. They also expressed their feedback freely in the 
closing ceremony. 

Mr Madhavan officiated the closing ceremony and thanked the participants and the resource 
people who had come together in the five and half day workshops.  

Most of the participants, who came from all over the India, wanted such a program to be 
conducted in their locality also. They were advised to write to the editor with their 
suggestions.  

The certificates of participation were distributed and the participants dispersed, many of them 
having reserved their tickets back for the same day. 

------ 

Annexures: 

1. Questions from participants 
2. Evaluation of the workshop by participants 
3. Workshop output: Science Last Fortnight for July 10th issue of Current Science. 
4. Lessons learned in organising the workshop 

 



Participant’s evaluation  

Workshop on Science Writing, 20-25 June, Current Science, Bengaluru 

1. How do you rate the usefulness of the workshop? 

On a scale of 1 to 5 where one is not useful at all and five is very useful 

 

2. Did the workshop change your attitudes towards science and related 
issues? If yes, in what way? 

Yes, towards thinking our research problem 
Yes. To think 'out of the box' and approach problems with multifaceted approach 
YES, I learnt how to K.I.S.S. learnt writing strengths and weakness. Gained the focus 
needed to improve writing skills. Learned how to communicate scientific ideas most 
effectively. Learned how to develop individual manuscript sections. learned how to assemble 
manuscript sections into a cohesive, clear paper. 
General Science writing motivative 
Yes, I was able to learn many new things. 
Yes I know we must read across different discipline 
Yes, I learn to write my content in simple words. 
Yes - Simple and Crisp writing is better than complex sentences 
I realised how science can be made more accessible 
YES, Earlier I used to hesitate to ask questions but I am feeling comfortable to think as well 
as raise the questions, 
yes, I now feel that even cutting edge research in science can be very interestingly brought 
down to the grassroot level. 
Yes. Earlier, I always believe blindly whatever written in the scientific articles. When I 
introduced to critical thinking, it changed my perspective. Another one is about the belief in 
media. 
Yes, It made me realise that I have a lot of unlearning to do. 
yes, it did. Good exposure in the context of improving writing. I felt each one need to 
customize the input from this workshop for Science writing. However it was a great start. It is 
my first workshop on science writing. 
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3. Did it make any changes in your attitudes towards writing? If yes, what 
way? 

Yes,by writing easy way it understandable common man 
Attitude , No. Style , yes. To think with reader's mindset 
YES, learned what not to do. learned how to use 5Ws and H and how to use in writing. 
learned what is importance of listening, Speaking, Reading and Writing. How to use the 
online tools for effective writing manuscript. learned how to write in flow and how to structure 
the manuscripts. Learned principles of good writing, tricks for writing faster. Wrote a Science 
News. 
It increased my writing interest 
Yes of course, I was able to learn many new thing, specifically about presentation of results 
is in an efficient manner. 
Yes It's both easy and hard 
Yes, writing becomes interesting for me. 
Precise writing and removing jargon / unnecessary words 
I developed more empathy for readers 
Yes, certainly, I have already revamped for my writing skills during the workshop. Now I want 
to polish it with more practice. 
yes, I have come to understand the cardinal rules of good writing. More important how a 
good research paper ought to be. 
Yes. Unconsciously, I am addicted to nounificaion in my research field. I have realized that in 
the workshop. And, I rely on technical terms while writing. I realized that I have narrowed 
audience and clarity is not in my writing 
Yes, It has helped me to realise that I have to simplify my writings 
Yes. As the prescription given by Madhu sir, we need to practice writing and reading which 
could make the improvement. Also, the tips for putting our ideas on paper are very important 
takeaway.. science fortnight exercise was also a good approach in keeping the 
popularization of Indian science. 
 

4. Has there been any improvement in any of the following skills due to the 
workshop? 
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5. Did the workshop help improve your knowledge of science or writing? In 
what way? 

Yes,one is asking question and another is practicing writing 
Improve writing ; Keeping in mind the reader's perspective and level 
Helped to improve ability to prepare research manuscripts for publication. Helped in 
understanding critical components of a clearly written manuscript and how to structure each 
manuscript each section. Helped to focus on improving writing skills to achieve a well writing 
manuscript. 
Yes, Info on some additional tools to support science writing definitely has an impact 
I was able to interact with many persons from diverse research areas and by interacting with 
them, I was able to know better your work can be presented to another one, despite of the 
fact, they are of another field. 
Yes, in a right way 
Yes, I came to know about grammar and style of writing 
Improved knowledge in science writing. Some of the tools like google scholar are used 
Writing - lucidity and flow 
Yes, the group and the resource persons provided many links. Also the information which I 
can use the resources to built my personal library. Another, how to perceive the things, 
happening around us. 
I have come to know about various databases which facilitate writing and make it more 
professional. 
I used to think, I am good at writing research articles and I am focused only on 
Bioinformatics, that too, Drug Discovery. The workshop improved my knowledge on writing 
and have new perception on science. 
Yes, it provided insights into the possibilities of writing for different types of readers. 
yes. Came to know a lot of information from the interaction with the co participants and the 
resource persons from diverse.. 
 

6. How will you use the knowledge and skills gained in the workshop in 
your career/profession? 

Yes 
As a part of university newsletter team, I will be implementing limited skills in editing. 
Effectively use the knowledge and skills to communicate research work in crisp and lucid 
manner. 
I will start writing General science articles apart from my research 
I was able to learn writing skills which will assist me while representing my research results 
and will thus have a long term impact over career. 
i will use it for teaching students and writing research papers 
Now I will write my scientific reports free from mistakes related to grammar and choose 
words very carefully. 
Useful to publish and also write popular writings 
Better communication in reports and articles 
For my everyday lectures, dealing with students and of course for my proposals and paper 
writing. 
I will update my students.It will be used in the research papers and articles I intend to write 
For instance, effective management of literature review through bookmarks which is difficult. 
The workshop provided several such skills in improving my language as well as my habit of 
reading and re-writing. This would be helpful in my communication. 
It will help me in writing my articles in a simple manner. 
i shall now write and rewrite my article to ensure a good work of mine which can be 
publishable. Also i will share my experience with my dissertation students. 



7. Any suggestions for improving the workshop next time it is held? 

Giving more time for practice and make acquaintance to writing software 
More intensive practice required; more Individual-centric as every participant has a different 
level of expression; although given the time frame, the amount of practice we got, was a 
good start. 
Please give opportunity to masters or doctoral degree students to attend the workshop. 
Prepare the questionnaires in a creative way when applying for the workshop. Arrange guest 
lecturers apart from IISc and JNCR. 
Yes the workshop could be more of a practical sessions than some lectures irrelevant and 
more resource persons may be included.  
Provide more focus over scientific paper writing, about softwares related to reference 
formatting. 
It is good but if the traveling time avoided it would be more useful 
Since we are not native speaker of English so there should be more lectures on English 
grammar and common mistakes related to it. If possible, ask participant to come with their 
best written (unpublished) research paper with all the data and then during workshop they 
should work on their own article to improve it. Duration for one week is not sufficient it should 
be minimum ten days.  
More such trainings are needed especially for writing scientific papers as many are 
handicapped 
It is perfect. 
The last session can be placed second and third day. 
Participants could be requested to bring their data or a rejected manuscript.Flaws could be 
precisely pointed out and he/she could rewrite it on site. 
1. Accommodation can be provided where the workshop takes place, which saves time of 
participants 2. Workshop has to be provided at least two weeks. Many topics couldn't get 
covered due to lack of time. 3. The lectures are good. 4. Internet connectivity could be 
provided to the participants where they accommodated. 
A workshop on scientific writing would help professionals better. 
this Workshop was very good and a good initiative. I felt some more interactions with 
scientists would have been of great help. One week is too short period. Also the travelling 
everyday for 45 mins-1hr one way was bit tiring. Had it been held in the same venue where 
accommodation also arranged that time also could have been used for some constructive 
work. I really feel if i had got this exposure during my Ph.D. time i could have fine tune my 
ideas on paper much better. Hope current science and your team can initiate a good course 
module which could be customized for the coursework for research students and accessible. 
Thank you for madhu sir for such an initiative and doing a great job.. Keep going. 
 

8. The google group formed before the workshop: was it useful? What 
should be done to make it better next time? 

Yes, 
Knowledge sharing was extensive; I got an idea what the workshop would be about. 
Lacunae-For me before workshop it didnt help me as a ' science writer' but now with hands 
on practice it would be a better. 
Alternative way to identifying ways to improve. It is very useful to gain the primary 
information regarding workshop including the details about the organizers and participants. 
Initiated the process of science news writing informal way. 
Yes, definitely. More details on grouping and other accessible possibilities could be provided 
to the users, since all the users are not accustomed to these tools and process 



Definitely, it was too useful. We were already done with our introduction and pre-workshop 
preparation which in turn save our time. 
It was useful and i don't know 
It is good. 
Yes. Pl insist to have gmail to get google docs. Many times we have to get the authors 
permission. Many documents which sent were not used during the workshop. 
The required responses can be more brief so that it is not very time consuming 
yes, introduction must happen little earlier so that we can save loads of time during 
workshop. 
yes, 
It is useful. 
If deadlines are set for responding to questions, maybe there would not be a delay in 
receiving responses from group members. 
Google group was a very good start. that helped to interact well and get to know about the 
participants. 
 

 


